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limit and prevent the release of PFAS 
into the environment, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 401 
At the request of Mr. LANKFORD, the 

name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 401, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to prohibit govern-
mental discrimination against health 
care providers that do not participate 
in abortion. 

S. 425 
At the request of Mr. MARKEY, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 425, a bill to require 
States to establish complete streets 
programs, and for other purposes. 

S. 479 
At the request of Mr. WICKER, the 

name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Ms. LUMMIS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 479, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to reinstate ad-
vance refunding bonds. 

S. 488 
At the request of Mr. HAGERTY, the 

name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
SCOTT) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
488, a bill to provide for congressional 
review of actions to terminate or waive 
sanctions imposed with respect to Iran. 

S. 545 
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 545, a bill to permanently 
exempt payments made from the Rail-
road Unemployment Insurance Ac-
count from sequestration under the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985. 

S. 596 
At the request of Mr. CARPER, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 596, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
provide for the coordination of pro-
grams to prevent and treat obesity, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 611 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY), the Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. BLUNT), the Senator from 
Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN) and the 
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
SCOTT) were added as cosponsors of S. 
611, a bill to deposit certain funds into 
the Crime Victims Fund, to waive 
matching requirements, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 628 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the 

name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. GRAHAM) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 628, a bill to increase ac-
cess to agency guidance documents. 

S. 634 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
SULLIVAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 634, a bill to support and expand 
civic engagement and political leader-

ship of adolescent girls around the 
world, and other purposes. 

S. 661 
At the request of Mr. HOEVEN, the 

name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. GRAHAM) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 661, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to mod-
ify the qualifying advanced coal 
project credit, and for other purposes. 

S. 662 
At the request of Mrs. FISCHER, the 

name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 662, a bill to establish an 
interactive online dashboard to allow 
the public to review information for 
Federal grant funding related to men-
tal health programs. 

S. 697 
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the 

name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SCOTT) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 697, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to mint com-
memorative coins in recognition of the 
Bicentennial of Harriet Tubman’s 
birth. 

S. 723 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

names of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) and the Senator from Or-
egon (Mr. WYDEN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 723, a bill to amend the 
Small Business Act and the CARES 
Act to extend the covered period for 
the paycheck protection program, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 730 
At the request of Mr. BRAUN, the 

names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MARSHALL), the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO) and the Senator 
from Utah (Mr. LEE) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 730, a bill to amend title 
VI of the Social Security Act to re-
move the prohibition on States and 
territories against lowering their 
taxes. 

S. 748 
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 

names of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mrs. CAPITO) and the Senator 
from West Virginia (Mr. MANCHIN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 748, a bill to 
provide for an extension of the tem-
porary suspension of Medicare seques-
tration during the COVID–19 public 
health emergency. 

S. 758 
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CRAMER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 758, a bill to support fi-
nancing of affordable and reliable en-
ergy projects by international financial 
institutions, and for other purposes. 

S. RES. 105 
At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 

name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 105, a resolution con-
demning the coup in Burma and calling 
for measures to ensure the safety of 
the Burmese people, including 
Rohingya, who have been threatened 

and displaced by a campaign of geno-
cide conducted by the Burmese mili-
tary. 

S. RES. 117 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 117, a resolution expressing sup-
port for the full implementation of the 
Good Friday Agreement, or the Belfast 
Agreement, and subsequent agreements 
and arrangements for implementation 
to support peace on the island of Ire-
land. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. SCHATZ (for himself and 
Mr. THUNE): 

S. 797. A bill to require transparency, 
accountability, and protections for 
consumers online; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, social 
media platforms have become a pretty 
significant part of Americans’ lives. We 
use them to stay up to date on news 
from friends and family—something 
that has become especially essential 
during the pandemic—to communicate 
with relatives and friends, for enter-
tainment, and as a shopping resource. 
Social media sites provide ways to net-
work, to connect with like-minded in-
dividuals from fellow theater lovers to 
fellow basketball fans, to advocate for 
causes that we believe in, to conduct 
business, even to date, and more and 
more we rely on social media sites as a 
primary source of news and informa-
tion, from Presidential election news 
to updates on COVID vaccinations. 

Social media offers a lot of benefits 
and opportunities, but the increasing 
dominance of social media, particu-
larly in the news and information 
space, has also raised concerns. Con-
sumers have become increasingly trou-
bled about the way their information is 
used by social media platforms and 
how these sites decide what news and 
information we see. And there are in-
creasing numbers of anecdotes to sug-
gest that some social media platforms 
are moderating content in a biased or 
political way. 

Currently, content moderation on so-
cial media platforms is governed by 
section 230 of the Communications De-
cency Act, which was enacted into law 
25 years ago. Section 230 provides inter-
net sites that host user-generated con-
tent—sites like YouTube or Twitter or 
Facebook—with immunity for the con-
tent that users post on their sites. So, 
for example, if somebody posts a video 
on YouTube that contains illegal con-
tent, YouTube isn’t held legally re-
sponsible for that content. 

Section 230 has been critical to the 
development of the internet as we 
know it today. Without section 230 pro-
tections, many of the sites we rely on 
for social connection or news or enter-
tainment would never have come into 
being. 
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But as the internet and social media 

have grown and developed, it has also 
become clear that some changes need 
to be made. In particular, it has be-
come increasingly clear that sites need 
to provide greater transparency when 
it comes to their content moderation 
practices and decisions. Social media 
sites are no longer just providing a 
platform for user-generated content as 
they did in their infancy. They are now 
making a lot of decisions about that 
content and carefully shaping our so-
cial media experience—what ads we 
see, what posts we see, what news sto-
ries we see. 

Currently, Federal law does not re-
quire that social media sites be at all 
accountable to consumers for those 
content moderation decisions. That is 
why, today, I am introducing the Plat-
form Accountability and Consumer 
Transparency Act, or the PACT Act, 
along with my colleague Senator 
SCHATZ. Our bill would preserve the 
benefits of section 230, like the internet 
growth and widespread dissemination 
of free speech it has enabled, while in-
creasing accountability and consumer 
transparency around content modera-
tion. 

Now, content moderation is certainly 
not all bad. For example, most of us 
are happy to have YouTube or 
Instagram suggest additional content 
that matches the music that we like to 
listen to or the hobbies that we are in-
terested in. The problem is that con-
tent moderation has been and largely 
continues to be a black box, with con-
sumers having little or no idea how the 
information they see has been shaped 
by the sites that they are visiting. 

The PACT Act would address this 
problem by increasing transparency 
around the content moderation proc-
ess. Sites would be required to provide 
an easily digestible disclosure of their 
content moderation practices for users, 
and, importantly, they would be re-
quired to explain their decisions to re-
move material to consumers. 

Until relatively recently, sites like 
Facebook and Twitter would remove a 
user’s post without explanation and 
without an appeals process. And even 
as platforms start to shape up their act 
with regard to transparency and due 
process, it is still hard for users to get 
good information about how content is 
moderated. 

Under the PACT Act, if a site chooses 
to remove your post, it has to tell you 
why it decided to remove your post and 
explain how your post violated the 
site’s terms of use. The PACT Act 
would also require sites to have an ap-
peals process. So if Facebook, for ex-
ample, removes one of your posts, it 
would not only have to tell you why, 
but it would have to provide a way for 
you to appeal that decision. 

We have seen increased concern late-
ly about news articles being removed 
from social media sites. Under the 
PACT Act, a newspaper whose article 
was posted on Facebook or Twitter and 
then removed by one of those platforms 

could challenge Facebook or Twitter, 
which would have to provide a reason 
for removing the article and allow the 
newspaper to appeal the decision. 

The PACT Act would also help us de-
velop the data necessary to dem-
onstrate whether social media plat-
forms are removing content in a biased 
or political fashion. As I said earlier, 
there has been increasing concern 
about biased content moderation on so-
cial media sites. The PACT Act re-
quires detailed transparency reports 
every 6 months from large social media 
platforms, like Twitter and Facebook, 
which will provide the data it needed 
to determine whether and where biased 
moderation exists. 

The PACT Act would also bolster ef-
forts by State governments to hold so-
cial media platforms accountable. The 
bill would allow State attorneys gen-
eral to bring civil lawsuits against so-
cial media platforms when these plat-
forms have violated Federal civil laws. 

The PACT Act would also require 
companies to remove material that has 
been adjudicated as illegal by a court. 
Internet platforms would be required 
to remove illegal content within 4 
days. Failure to remove illegal mate-
rial would result in the platform’s los-
ing its 230 protections for that content 
or activity, a provision that matches a 
recommendation made by the Trump 
Department of Justice for section 230 
reform. 

I am grateful to Senator SCHATZ for 
partnering with me on this legislation. 
Our bill is a serious, bipartisan ap-
proach to the issue of section 230 re-
form, and it would go a long way to-
ward making social media platforms 
more accountable to consumers and in-
creasing transparency around the con-
tent moderation process. 

I invite our colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle to join us in advancing this 
legislation. 

By Ms. COLLINS: 
S. 804. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the 
limitation on the amount individuals 
filing jointly can deduct for certain 
State and local taxes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, this is 
the time of year when people are calcu-
lating their taxes and filing their re-
turns. There are inequities in our Tax 
Code, and the bill I am introducing 
today, the SALT Deduction Fairness 
Act, would help remedy one of these in-
equities. This bill would ensure that 
limits on State and local tax deduc-
tions, also known as SALT deductions, 
do not disproportionately and unfairly 
penalize married couples. 

Currently, the amount in State and 
local taxes that both single and mar-
ried filers may deduct from their an-
nual income taxes is capped at $10,000. 
Single filers and married filers are 
treated the same, and married people 
who file their taxes separately are lim-
ited to $5,000 each. In other words, peo-
ple would be better off not getting mar-

ried when it comes to the SALT deduc-
tion. My bill removes this penalty by 
simply doubling the deduction to 
$20,000 for married filers. 

This is the situation we have now: 
Two single people can both claim 
$10,000 worth of State and local income 
taxes as a deduction on their Federal 
returns, but if they get married, they 
can claim only $10,000 together. This is 
a classic example of a marriage tax 
penalty. 

When the Senate considered the Tax 
Cuts and Jobs Act in 2017, I worked to 
keep the SALT deduction in the Fed-
eral Tax Code because of the increased 
tax burden its elimination would have 
imposed on many Mainers who pay 
property taxes on their seasonal cot-
tages as well as their homes, who remit 
annual excise taxes on their vehicles, 
and who are subject to State income 
taxes. 

The SALT deduction has been in the 
Tax Code since 1913, when the Federal 
income tax was first established. It is 
intended to protect families from dou-
ble taxation, from essentially paying a 
tax on a tax. 

The Senate adopted my amendment, 
which paralleled that of the House, to 
retain the deduction for State and 
local taxes up to $10,000. This deduction 
is especially important to families liv-
ing in high-tax States, like Maine, 
which has one of our Nation’s highest 
State taxes and where many residents 
own second homes, like camps on 
Maine’s beautiful lakes. Last year, an 
analysis by WalletHub found that 
Maine had the fourth highest overall 
tax burden behind only New York, Ha-
waii, and Vermont. Yet Maine’s median 
household income ranked only 35th in 
the Nation and was approximately 
$6,800 below the U.S. median household 
income. So maintaining this deduction 
provides important tax relief for those 
Mainers who continue to itemize their 
deductions. Yet we can do better. We 
can make the SALT deduction fairer 
by eliminating the marriage penalty 
that limits a married couple to just 
$10,000; whereas, if they were not mar-
ried, they could each claim $10,000. 

According to the U.S. Census, there 
are more than 60 million married cou-
ples living in our Nation. Our Tax Code 
should be fair to them. We should not 
create a situation in which married 
couples would have been better off fi-
nancially, in terms of taxes, had they 
not married. One way to accomplish 
this goal is to double their access to 
deductions for the State and local 
taxes they pay, including from prop-
erties they share, such as their homes. 
This legislation would remedy this 
double taxation problem and eliminate 
the marriage tax penalty when it 
comes to the SALT tax deduction. 

It boils down to this: We simply 
should not be unfairly penalizing 
American taxpayers for being married. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
commonsense bill to fix this marriage 
tax penalty. 
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By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 

GRASSLEY, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
and Ms. KLOBUCHAR): 

S. 807. A bill to permit the televising 
of Supreme Court proceedings; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 807 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Cameras in 
the Courtroom Act’’. 
SEC. 2. AMENDMENT TO TITLE 28. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 45 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
at the end the following: 
‘‘§ 678. Televising Supreme Court proceedings 

‘‘The Supreme Court shall permit tele-
vision coverage of all open sessions of the 
Court unless the Court decides, by a vote of 
the majority of justices, that allowing such 
coverage in a particular case would con-
stitute a violation of the due process rights 
of 1 or more of the parties before the 
Court.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The chapter 
analysis for chapter 45 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting at the 
end the following: 
‘‘678. Televising Supreme Court pro-

ceedings.’’. 

By Mr. REED (for himself, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
CRAMER, Ms. CORTEZ MASTO, 
and Mr. WYDEN): 

S. 808. A bill to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 to promote trans-
parency in the oversight of cybersecu-
rity risks at publicly traded compa-
nies; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, today I am 
reintroducing the Cybersecurity Dis-
closure Act along with three members 
of the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, Chairman WARNER and Sen-
ators COLLINS and WYDEN, in addition 
to Senators CORTEZ MASTO and 
CRAMER, who serve with me on the Sen-
ate Banking Committee. In response to 
serious data breaches of various com-
panies, our legislation asks each pub-
licly traded company to include—in Se-
curities and Exchange Commission 
(SEC) disclosures to investors—infor-
mation on whether any member of the 
Board of Directors is a cybersecurity 
expert, and if not, why having this ex-
pertise on the Board of Directors is not 
necessary because of other cybersecu-
rity steps taken by the publicly traded 
company. To be clear, the legislation 
does not require companies to take any 
actions other than to provide this dis-
closure to its investors. 

As EY, also known as Ernst & Young, 
noted in an August 2020 publication, 
‘‘Public disclosures can help build trust 
by providing transparency and assur-
ance around how boards are fulfilling 
their cybersecurity risk oversight re-
sponsibilities.’’ Investors and cus-

tomers deserve a clear understanding 
of whether publicly traded companies 
are prioritizing cybersecurity and have 
the capacity to protect investors and 
customers from cyber related attacks. 
Our legislation aims to provide a better 
understanding of these issues through 
improved SEC disclosures. 

While this legislation is a matter for 
consideration by the Banking Com-
mittee, of which I am a member, this 
bill is also informed by my service on 
the Armed Services Committee and the 
Select Committee on Intelligence. 
Through this Banking-Armed Services- 
Intelligence perspective, I see that our 
economic security is indeed a matter of 
our national security, and this is par-
ticularly the case as the pandemic has 
forced many of us to be ever more de-
pendent on technology and the Inter-
net. 

Indeed, General Darren W. McDew, 
the former Commander of U.S. Trans-
portation Command, which is charged 
with moving our military assets to 
meet our national security objectives 
in partnership with the private sector, 
offered several sobering assessments 
during an April 10, 2018 hearing before 
the Senate Armed Services Committee. 
He stated that ‘‘cyber is the number 
one threat to U.S. Transportation 
Command, but I believe it is the num-
ber one threat to the Nation . . . in our 
headquarters, cyber is the com-
mander’s business, but not everywhere 
across our Country is cyber a CEO’s 
business . . . in our cyber roundtables, 
which is one of the things we are doing 
to raise our level of awareness, some of 
the CEO’s chief security officers cannot 
even get to see the board, they cannot 
even . . . see the CEO. So that is a 
problem.’’ 

With growing cyber threats that have 
resulted in serious breaches, we all 
need to be more proactive in ensuring 
our Nation’s cybersecurity. This legis-
lation seeks to take one step towards 
that goal by encouraging publicly trad-
ed companies to be more transparent 
to their investors and customers on 
whether and how their Boards of Direc-
tors and senior management are 
prioritizing cybersecurity. 

I thank the bill’s supporters, includ-
ing the North American Securities Ad-
ministrators Association, the Council 
of Institutional Investors, the National 
Association of State Treasurers, the 
California Public Employees’ Retire-
ment System, the Bipartisan Policy 
Center, MIT Professor Simon Johnson, 
Columbia Law Professor Jack Coffee, 
the Consumer Federation of America, 
and Rhode Island General Treasurer 
Seth Magaziner, and I urge our col-
leagues to join in supporting this legis-
lation. 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 119—ESTAB-
LISHING THE CONGRESSIONAL 
GOLD STAR FAMILY FELLOW-
SHIP PROGRAM FOR THE PLACE-
MENT IN OFFICES OF SENATORS 
OF CHILDREN, SPOUSES, AND 
SIBLINGS OF MEMBERS OF THE 
ARMED FORCES WHO ARE HOS-
TILE CASUALTIES OR WHO HAVE 
DIED FROM A TRAINING-RE-
LATED INJURY 

Mrs. BLACKBURN (for herself, Mr. 
CRAMER, Mr. CRAPO, Ms. ERNST, Mr. 
HAGERTY, Ms. HASSAN, Mr. SCOTT of 
Florida, Ms. SINEMA, and Mr. WICKER) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration: 

S. RES. 119 
Resolved, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This resolution may be cited as the ‘‘SFC 

Sean Cooley and SPC Christopher Horton 
Congressional Gold Star Family Fellowship 
Program Resolution’’. 
SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL GOLD STAR FELLOW-

SHIP PROGRAM. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
(1) the term ‘‘eligible individual’’ means an 

individual who is the child (including a step-
child), spouse, or sibling of a member of the 
Armed Forces who is a hostile casualty or 
died from a training-related injury; 

(2) the terms ‘‘hostile casualty’’ and 
‘‘training-related injury’’ have the meanings 
given those terms in section 2402(b) of title 
38, United States Code; and 

(3) the term ‘‘Program’’ means the Con-
gressional Gold Star Family Fellowship Pro-
gram established under subsection (b). 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
in the Senate the Congressional Gold Star 
Family Fellowship Program, under which an 
eligible individual may serve a 12-month fel-
lowship in the office of a Senator. 

(c) DIRECTION OF PROGRAM.—The Program 
shall be carried out under the direction of 
the Secretary of the Senate. 

(d) PLACEMENT IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
OFFICE OR A STATE OFFICE.—An individual 
may serve a fellowship under the Program at 
the office of a Senator in the District of Co-
lumbia or an office of the Senator in the 
State the Senator represents. 

(e) REGULATIONS.—The Program shall be 
carried out in accordance with regulations 
promulgated by the Committee on Rules and 
Administration of the Senate. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 120—RECOG-
NIZING THE NINTH SUMMIT OF 
THE AMERICAS AND REAFFIRM-
ING THE COMMITMENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES TO A MORE 
PROSPEROUS, SECURE, AND 
DEMOCRATIC WESTERN HEMI-
SPHERE 

Mr. RISCH (for himself, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. KAINE, and Mr. 
CASSIDY) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 120 

Whereas the United States has pursued 
multiple collaborative initiatives to advance 
the region’s enduring and shared interest in 
a more secure, prosperous, and democratic 
Western Hemisphere; 
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